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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



In paragraph 6, the drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The rejection is 
respectfully traversed and reconsideration is requested Claims 1 and 8 have been amended to 
claim "the message content defining a problem*'. This is shown as the message content 602 in 
Fig. 6, message content 703 in Fig, 7, message content 903 in Fig. 9, message content 1003 in 
Figs. 10 and 1 1, message content 1201 in Fig. 12, message content 1301 in Fig. 13, and if Figs. 
14 and 1 6. The claim language has been amended to omit the language that the filters define the 
users interest or expertise, but this is clearly set out in paragraph [0041], "The filter defines the 
user's areas of interest or expertise." Claims 1 and 8 have been amended to claim the second 
computer subscribing to receive messages from the first computer. This is clearly shown in Fig. 
3 and explained in paragraph [0026], <c The subscriber 305-306 sends subscription requests 307 to 
an instance of the pub/sub service and, subject to acceptance of a particular subscription request, 
receives content 308 from the pub/sub service," Claims 1 and 8 have been amended to only 
claim that the message content must pass the filter to be seen by the user. The filter is clearly 
shown in Fig. 8 and is explained in paragraph [0041] "the words in his request would have to 
pass the listener's filter in order for the listener to see the request " It is submitted that the 
drawings are allowable, which allowance is respectfully requested. 

In paragraph 7 the specification is objected to under 35 U.S,C. 132(a). The rejection is 
traversed and reconsideration is requested. As pointed out in the response to the rejection of the 
drawings, the objected to language in claims 1 and 8 has been amended. However, the 
specification does clearly include that the filters are to limit message to topics of interest and 
expertise. At paragraph [0034], "One of these applications, App 2 provides filtering techniques 
on incoming messages to eliminate messages that are not of interest to the client 2." At 
paragraph [0036] "Mike has defined Shotgun Filters for his Skilltap channel to limit messages to 
topics of his interest and expertise.** Also at paragraph [0041], 'The filter defines the user's 
areas of interest or expertise," The specification does set out that a subscriber receives messages 
from the first computer in paragraph [0026], "The subscriber 305-306 sends subscription 
requests 307 to an instance of the pub/sub service and, subject to acceptance of a particular 
subscription request, receives content 308 from the pub/sub service.'* It is submitted that the 
specification is allowable, which allowance is respectfully requested. 
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In paragraphs 8-12 of the office action, claims 1-19 and 21-25 are rejected under 35 US.G 
1 12, first paragraph. The objected to language has been removed from claims 1 and 8. It is 
pointed out that in Fig, 9 the question "Do you want to handle this? 5 * is asked at 904 with the 
buttons "Yes" 905 and "No" included in the notification of Fig. 9. Further, the actions to these 
responses to this question are discussed in paragraphs [0042] and [0043]- Further, references to 
actions of interest to the user is fully discussed at paragraphs [0034], [0036] and [0041], as 
previously discussed. It is submitted that claims 1-19 and 21-25 are allowable under 35 U.S.C. 
1 12, first paragraph, which allowance is respectfully requested. 

In paragraphs 13-30, claims 1-5, 7-1 1, 13-17 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) over U.S. Publication No. 2002/00991 1 1 Al by 
Gupta et al. (hereinafter Gupta), in view of US 6,574,658 B 1 to Gabber at al. (hereinafter 
Gabber), further in view of what was well known in the art, and further in view of US6,65 1 ,086 
to Manber et al (hereinafter Manber). The rejection is traversed and reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. 

Gupta describes a system and method for integrating collaboration activities into email. 
The term "collaborative message" is used to describe this special email. The collaborative 
message includes a query portion 132, a feedback portion 134, a respondent's portion 136, and 
an attachment portion 138 (see FIG, 2). At paragraph [0050], examples of collaborative email 
have been given to include, new message icon, a menu selection, a control-key sequence, a 
particular one of multiple templates or forms stored by the email program, forwarding templates 
or forms stored by the email program, and forwarding of a previously received collaborative 
email message. The examiner relies on the argument in a previous office action that at [0090], 
that comments from recipients may be able to indicate whether their comment should be 
anonymous. However, at [0028] Gupta makes clear that the initial collaborative email message 
generated by a message author is sent to recipients identified on a distribution list, and further at 
[0 1 10], Gupta discloses that the newly created collaborative email message is communicated to 
the email server associated with each recipient in the distribution list. Thus, in Gupta, die 
recipients are known to the author in order to send the initial message to the recipients, even if 
comments received back may be anonymous. It is submitted that this is different from the 
method of independent claims 1 and 8 wherein the first computer system sends a message to 
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computer systems in a group of computer systems wherein each computer system is anonymous 
to the first computer system, as claimed. 

Claims 1 and 8 have been amended to claim "said message content defining a problem," and 
each computer system in the group of computer systems has "for filtering the problem defined in 
said message for keywords such that the message would have to pass the filter before the 
respective computer system sees the message." This language has been adopted in the claims to 
use the language in the specification. See, for instance, paragraph [0039], "In the resulting 
window shown in Fig, 6, Brian defines a problem 602 and sends 603 a request to the SkillTap 
Bot 601 for publication to a group of users currently running the Shotgun client.*' 

It is submitted that in Gupta, all messages are collaborative messages, meaning many people 
collaborate on the messages in a social space. In claims 1 and 8, there is no collaboration 
between the first computer system and the computer systems in the group of computer systems. 
As claimed, the first computer system sends a message defining a problem, and wherein each 
computer in the group of computer systems has a filter for filtering keywords in the message to 
determine if the message is going to be seen by the computer system. The message also includes 
GUI message attributes and GUI message functionality. Paragraph [0076] of the specification 
lists GUI functionality to include "buttons, standard, check, radio, menus, toolbars, hyperlinks, 
tree, table, custom controls described by standard mark up language ... In Gupta, the options 
are described as an "option of his or her email program 5 '. Gupta also uses "templates or forms 
stored by the email program" (see paragraph [0050]). Further, in Gupta, "Creation of a 
collaborative email message is integrated with the author's email system. By integrating the 
creation of collaborative email messages with the author's email system, the collaborative email 
messages can take advantage of many (if not all) of the features of the email system/' Claim 1 
has been amended to positively claim "each computer system in said group of computer systems 
extracting from said message, said attributes and functionality to instruct said each computer 
system how to display the user interactive GUI representation at said each computer system. In 
claim 8, "extracting said aspects including attributes, functionality and content from the message 
at the second computer, creating a user interactive GUI representation at the second computer 
system, . . . and displaying the user interactive GUI representation at the second computer 
system." It is submitted that using toolbars that are in the author's email system to create a 
collaborative email message is much different than including GUI attributes and functionality in 
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. the message, which GUI attributes and functionality are extracted by a second computer to 
instruct the second computer how to display the user interactive GUI representation at the second 
computer, as claimed. Thus, as set out in paragraph [0021 J, "The notification message defines 
all aspects of how the target user might experience the message." 

Gabber is cited as having a filter for filtering said message for keywords such that the 
message would have to pass the filter before the respective computer system sees the message. 
Gabber discloses generating an extended source e-mail address for use between a sender and a 
recipient and creating e-mail messages having a destination-dependent extended source address 
structure (see abstract). In Gabber, keyword filtering is user to detect spam to recognize and 
remove spam messages automatically (see Col.2, lines 25-30). Claims 1 and 8 have been 
amended to claim "said message content defining a problem" , "each computer system in the 
group of computer systems subscribing to messages from the first computer system", and "each 
computer system in said group of computer systems having a filter for filtering the problem 
defined in said message for keywords such that the message would have to pass the filter before 
the respective computer system sees the message." This is different than filtering out span as in 
Gabber. In Gabber, keywords are used to prevent messages from going to the user, whereas in 
claims 1 and 8, keywords are used to allow messages defining a problem to be seen by the user. 
This filtering is disclosed in paragraph [0036] and [0041]. 

Manber discloses a system and method for connection two or more individuals to an internet 
conversation based on their mutual interests. In Manber, the user enters a comment, or 
comments* that preferable is intended to spark an interest in other users (see co. 1, lines 64-66). 
There is no showing in Manber that a filter may be used by each computer in a group of 
computers to filter messages defining a problem such that the message must pass the filter before 
being seen the respective user. All that is shown in Manber is that users may find others of like 
interest by entering a comment or comments that is intended to spark an interest in other users. 
In col. 4, lines 19-29, the user identifies or locates a story or topic of interest by browsing various 
web pages or conducting a topic or keyword search. This is much different than filtering a 
message defining a problem with a filter for keywords such that the message must pass the filter 
before being seen by the user. In Manber, the conversation starter sees all messages having 
comments, and picks who may join the conversation. In Manber, there is no message defining a 
problem that is sent to all registered computers in a group of registered users, and a filter for each 
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user for filtering the problem defined in the message for keywords such that the message would 
have to pass the filter before the respective computer system sees the message, as claimed. In 
Manber there is no filter. In Manber, the conversation starter reviews the comment, and if the 
comment is subjectively acceptable, the conversation starter brings the responding user into a 
conversation (see abstract). 1 

It is submitted that independent claims 1 and 8, and all claims depended therefrom, are 
allowable under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) over Gupta in view of Gabber, further in view of what was 
well known in the art, and further in view of Manber, which allowance is respectfully requested. 

It is respectfully submitted that Hie application is now in condition for allowance, which 
allowance is respectfully requested. 



RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 



/Floyd A. Gonzalez/ 




Registration No. 26,732 
Phone: 845-433-7282 
Fax: 845-432-9786 
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